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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1. In response to Applicant's Arguments/Remarks filed on 10/30/2009, Examiner 
acknowledges amendment of claims 6, 7, 10 and 22 and cancellation of claims 1-5. 

2. Applicant's amendments of claims 6 and 7 overcome the previous rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 112; accordingly, the rejections are withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's amendment of claim 22 overcomes the previous rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 1 st paragraph; accordingly, the rejection is withdrawn. 

4. Claims 6, 7, 10-13, 15-19 and 21-22 are currently pending in this action. 



Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments, see pgs. 6-9 of Applicant's Arguments/Remarks, filed 
10/30/2009, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) under 35 USC 102 and 103 have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
newly found prior art. 

6. In Applicants Arguments/Remarks, applicant argues (pg. 5): 

Claims 6, 10, 11, 12and 16-18are objected to because claim steps are not separated 
by a semicolon. Applicants respectfully submit that 37 C.F.R. 1 .75 does not require semicolons. 
At best, Rule 1.75(i) recommends separating separate claim steps by line indentions. 
Accordingly, the objection to the claims should be withdrawn. 

Response: Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
objections of claims 6, 10, 11, 12 and 16-18 are hereby withdrawn. 



7. 



Applicant argues (pg. 5) re claim 6: 
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In making the rejection of claim 6, the Office states the analysis for determining 
whether a method claim is statutory. However, claim 6 is directed to a system. Applicants 
respectfully submit that claim 6 recites statutory subject matter. 

Response: Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
rejection of claim 6 under 35 USC 101 is hereby withdrawn. 
8. Applicant argues (pg. 5) re claim 10: 



As for claim 10, it is rejected as indefinite because the first word in a method claim 
"must indicate some action is occurring." Applicants respectfully disagree, and request the 
Examiner to provide support for this requirement by citing to either the Statutes, Rules or the 
MPEP. Applicants respectfully submit that claim 10 and dependent claims 11-13 and 15 are 
definite, and particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter of the invention. The 
rejection of claims 10-13 and 15 should be withdrawn. 

Response: Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
rejection of claim 1 0 under 35 USC 1 1 2 is hereby withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 6, 7, 10-13, 15-19 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Zawadzki etal. (U.S. 7,107,268) in view of Tanaka (U.S. 
2004/0054562). 

As to claim 6, Zawadzki discloses a computer-implemented enterprise 



management system, comprising: 
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a transaction manager, executing on a processor, configured to receive new 
transactions in which the new transactions are posted by an organization (figs. 1-2A, 
col. 40, lines 21-26, col. 41 , lines 52-58); 

an computer component, responsive to a new transaction to execute a rule 
represented by a control object, the rule causing a comparison of a previously-posted 
transaction of the organization and a new transaction with a limit to how much may be 
posted for the control object and, if the comparison fails a relationship defined by the 
rule, causing the transaction manager to reject the new transaction (col. 40, lines 21-26, 
col. 41, lines 52-58, showing trying to enter a new amount to a previously posted 
amount, comparing the new sum to the budget amount and not allowing the amount to 
be entered based on that comparison). 

Zawadzki does not expressly show the above-listed system components 
configured to perform the functionality presented above on revenue postings. Tanaka 
shows a system configured to monitor expenses and revenue (abstract, para. 0034, fig. 
7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Zawadzki, in which cash outflows, incorporating 
some limit, are processed, to incorporate cash inflows, as shown in the enterprise 
management tool of Tanaka, since it is well known that the business transactions of 
many entities incorporate both cash inflows and outflows that must be effectively 
managed to the benefit of said entity. 

Further Examiner notes, that as the functionality of claim 6 is addressed by the 
cited references, the recitation "Availability Control Manager," fails to impart a 
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patentable distinction to the claimed functionality over prior art, and as such is not 
afforded patentable weight. 

Re the conditional language: The subject matter of a properly construed claim is 
defined by the terms that limit its scope. It is this subject matter that must be examined. 
As a general matter, the grammar and intended meaning of terms used in a claim will 
dictate whether the language limits the claim scope. Language that suggests or makes 
optional but does not require steps to be performed or does not limit a claim to a 
particular structure does not limit the scope of a claim or claim limitation. See MPEP 
2106. Here, although Zawadzki in view of Tanaka addresses the conditional language 
"if the comparison fails a relationship defined by the AVC rule," as discussed above, the 
recitation "causing the transaction manager to reject the new revenue transaction" may 
never occur if the condition is not met. As such, this recitation does not serve to limit 
the claim. Such conditional language is normally not afforded patentable weight; 
however, for examining purposes the condition is considered to occur. 

As to claim 7, Zawadzki in view of Tanaka shows the computer-implemented 
enterprise management system of claim 6. Zawadzki further shows an AVC ledger, 
executing on a processor, comprising a database storing control objects and 
aggregations of revenue postings that are operands to the control objects, the 
aggregations generated for executing the AVC rule (col. 62, line 64 to col. 63, line 55, 
showing a computer system and storage for implementing the evaluation of amounts to 
be posted against a budget having a limit). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to have modified Zawadzki, in 
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which cash outflows, incorporating some limit, are processed, to incorporate cash 
inflows, shown in the enterprise management tool of Tanaka, since it is well known that 
the business transactions of many entities incorporate both cash inflows and outflows 
that must be effectively managed to the benefit of said entity. 
As to claim 10, Zawadzki shows a method, comprising: 

determining, in response to a proposed posting, whether a calculation of any 
control objects would use the proposed posting in a calculation (col. 40, lines 21-26, col. 
41 , lines 52-58, showing trying to enter a new amount to a previously posted amount, 
the determination coming from where the amount is entered, i.e., under which budget); 

executing rules for each identified control object, the rules testing whether the 
proposed posting would exceed limits for the control object (col. 40, lines 21-26, col. 41 , 
lines 52-58, showing trying to enter a new amount to a previously posted amount, 
comparing the new sum to the budget amount and not allowing the amount to be 
entered based on that comparison), and 

blocking, if any rule is violated by the posting and if the rule identifies an error 
as a response thereto, the posting from being admitted (col. 40, lines 21-26, col. 41 , 
lines 52-58, showing trying to enter a new amount to a previously posted amount, 
comparing the new sum to the budget amount and not allowing the amount to be 
entered based on that comparison). 

Zawadzki does not expressly show the above-listed method steps performed on 
revenue postings. Tanaka shows a method to monitor and process revenue (abstract, 
para. 0034, fig. 7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of Applicant's invention to have modified Zawadzki, in which cash outflows, 
incorporating some limit, are processed, to incorporate cash inflows, shown in the 
enterprise management tool of Tanaka, since it is well known that the business 
transactions of many entities incorporate both cash inflows and outflows that must be 
effectively managed to the benefit of said entity. 

Further Examiner notes, that as the functionality of claim 10 is addressed by the 
cited references, the recitation "Availability Control," fails to impart a patentable 
distinction to the claimed method over prior art, and as such is not afforded patentable 
weight. 

As to claim 1 1 , Zawadzki in view of Tanaka shows the method of claim 1 0. 
Zawadzki further shows executing comprising: 

generating a postings operand from an aggregation of previously-admitted 
postings values addressed by the control object (col. 41, lines 51-57, showing summing 
previously admitted values); and 

determining whether the postings operand satisfies a test relationship specified 
for the control object (col. 41, lines 51-57, showing summing previously admitted values, 
and not allowing a new value if that sum exceeds set value). 

As to claim 1 2, Zawadzki in view of Tanaka shows the method of claim 1 0. 
Tanaka shows a method to monitor and process revenue (abstract, para. 0034, fig. 7). 
Zawadzki further shows wherein the executing comprises: 

generating a postings operand from an aggregation of previously-admitted 
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postings values addressed by the control object and from a new posting value (col. 41 , 
lines 51-57, showing summing previously admitted values and a new value), and 

determining whether the postings operand satisfies a test relationship specified for 
the control object (col. 41, lines 51-57, showing summing previously admitted values, and 
not allowing a new value if that sum exceeds set value). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Zawadzki, in which cash outflows, incorporating 
some limit, are processed, to incorporate cash inflows, shown in the enterprise 
management tool of Tanaka, since it is well known that the business transactions of 
many entities incorporate both cash inflows and outflows that must be effectively 
managed to the benefit of said entity. 

As to claim 13, Zawadzki in view of Tanaka shows the method of claim 12. 
Zawadzki further discloses storing the postings operand in a ledger storage device 
associated with the control object (col. 62, line 64 to col. 63, line 55, showing a 
computer system and storage for implementing the invention). 

As to claim 15, Zawadzki in view of Tanaka shows the method of claim 10. 
Zawadzki further discloses performing the determining, the executing and, if necessary 
the blocking for each of a plurality of AVC rule sets in an enterprise management 
system (col. 40, lines 21-26, col. 41 , lines 52-58, showing trying to enter a new amount 
to a previously posted amount, comparing the new sum to the budget amount and not 
allowing the amount to be entered based on that comparison, which is inclusive of 
performing theses actions for a plurality of budgets). 
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The limitations of claims 15-19 and 21 closely parallel the limitations of claims 
10-13 and 15 and, therefore, are rejected under the same rationale. The computer 
readable medium is addressed in Zawadzki (col. 62, lines 10-55). 

As to claim 22, Zawadzki shows a computer system, comprising: a computer 
component, responsive to posting of new transaction to execute rules, the rules causing 
a comparison of previously posted transaction added to the new transaction with a limit 
to how much may be posted and, if the comparison exceeds a predetermined limit, 
rejecting the new transaction (col. 40, lines 21-26, col. 41, lines 52-58, showing trying to 
enter a new amount to a previously posted amount, comparing the new sum to the 
budget amount and not allowing the amount to be entered based on that comparison). 
Zawadzki does not expressly show the above-listed system components configured to 
perform the functionality presented above on revenue postings. Tanaka shows a 
system configured to monitor expenses and revenue (abstract, para. 0034, fig. 7). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to have modified Zawadzki, in which cash outflows, incorporating some limit, 
are processed, to incorporate cash inflows, shown in the enterprise management tool of 
Tanaka, since it is well known that the business transactions of many entities 
incorporate both cash inflows and outflows that must be effectively managed to the 
benefit of said entity. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carol See whose telephone number is (571)272-9742. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 6:45 am - 5:15 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Kramer, can be reached on (571) 272-6873. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Carol See 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3693 



/Stefanos Karmis/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3693 



